This study investigated the role of four recovery experiences during lunch break for employees' afternoon well-being. We hypothesized that lunch-break recovery experiences (psychological detachment, relaxation, control, and relatedness) reduce afternoon exhaustion and enhance afternoon work engagement via replenished personal resources (i.e., state of being recovered immediately after break and subsequent self-efficacy regarding the upcoming tasks in the afternoon). One hundred and nine employees provided daily survey data three times a day (i.e., start of work, after lunch break, end of work) over a period of two workweeks. Multilevel path analysis showed that relaxation, control, and relatedness during lunch break negatively predicted afternoon exhaustion and positively predicted afternoon work engagement via state of being recovered. For relaxation and relatedness, we additionally found positive serial indirect effects on afternoon work engagement via state of being recovered and self-efficacy. Psychological detachment was not related to personal resources and afternoon well-being. This study demonstrates that experiencing control over lunch break and using the lunch break to relax and to relate to others are indirectly associated with improved afternoon well-being via replenished personal resources.
In order to feel vigorous, healthy, and to perform well, it is essential for employees to recover from work , that is to restore the psychophysiological resources used to fulfil earlier work requirements (Craig & Cooper, 1992) . Within the workday, lunch breaks typically constitute the longest break and therefore offer a good opportunity to recover during the workday (Krajewski, Wieland, & Sauerland, 2010) .
So far, research mainly examined the role of specific activities during lunch breaks, such as low-effort or social activities (e.g., Trougakos, Hideg, Cheng, & Beal, 2014) . However, an activity approach cannot inform about why specific activities are restoring (Sonnentag & *Correspondence should be addressed to Christine Bosch, Department of Psychology, University of Mannheim, Schloss Ehrenhof Ost, D-68131 Mannheim, Germany (email: christine.bosch@uni-mannheim.de). Fritz, 2007) . Research on recovery during off-job time suggests that it is not the activity per se that is most relevant for the recovering value of a break, but how the activity is experienced (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007) . For instance, an employee usually might find a lunch with colleagues relaxing. Sometimes, however, he or she might be better able to relax when taking a walk alone. Thus, while the activities differ, the underlying experience of relaxation, through which recovery occurs, is identical. Such experiences are termed recovery experiences (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007) . We propose that recovery experiences provide a promising approach to understand what makes for a good lunch break. Doing so is vital to help employees spend their lunch break in a way they can recover and to give organizations ideas about how they can support their employees' recovery processes.
Recovery experiences during off-job time are well-researched and have been shown to be powerful predictors of well-being and performance (Fritz, Ellis, Demsky, Lin, & Guros, 2013) . In contrast, for breaks within the workday, remarkably little is known about recovery experiences. For instance, a daily reconstruction study found a relationship between detachment and affect during lunch break (Rhee & Kim, 2016) , and a diary study found effects of lunch-break relaxation but not autonomy on afternoon fatigue . Furthermore, two cross-sectional studies showed that detachment and control relate to recovery during lunch break (Sianoja, Kinnunen, de Bloom, Korpela, & Geurts, 2016) and that detachment and relaxation relate to a lower need for recovery after work (Coffeng, van Sluijs, Hendriksen, van Mechelen, & Boot, 2015) . However, these recovery experiences have not yet been examined in relation to each other. Moreover, social experiences have been neglected, and mechanisms translating recovery experiences into afternoon well-being remain to be explored.
Accordingly, the first goal of this study was to find out more about which recovery experiences during a lunch break help employees to feel good in the afternoon. To identify promising experiences, we build our research on the effort recovery model (ER model; Meijman & Mulder, 1998) and conservation of resources theory (COR; Hobfoll, 1989) , two theories recovery researchers jointly use as theoretical framework for explaining recovery processes (e.g., Sianoja, Syrek, de Bloom, Korpela, & Kinnunen, 2017; Ten Brummelhuis & Trougakos, 2014) . Furthermore, we extend this framework by incorporating the recovering potential of positive social interactions, possibly contributing to the experience of feeling related to others. Taken together, we propose four important lunch-break recovery experiences: psychological detachment, relaxation, control, and relatedness. Using a diary study, we test these recovery experiences by examining their benefits for two core dimensions of well-being in the afternoon: exhaustion (i.e., feeling depleted; Shirom & Melamed, 2006) and work engagement (i.e., feeling vigorous, dedicated, and absorbed; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004) .
The second goal of this study was to better understand how the effects of recovery experiences find their way into employees' afternoon, that is, the mechanisms which connect recovery experiences to well-being at work. ER model (Meijman & Mulder, 1998) and COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989) suggest that feeling recovered, that is having resources available, prevents strain symptoms. Accordingly, we argue that lunch-break recovery experiences foster afternoon well-being via a state of being recovered immediately after break (Binnewies, Sonnentag, & Mojza, 2009 ). We furthermore propose that such state of being recovered strengthens employees' confidence to cope with what awaits them, that is their self-efficacy after the lunch break (i.e., at the beginning of the afternoon) regarding their afternoon's tasks (Bandura, 1997) . Accordingly, we examine indirect effects of recovery experiences on afternoon well-being via state of being recovered and serial indirect effects via state of being recovered and self-efficacy. Figure 1 shows our research model. Our study makes three key contributions to the literature: First, we advance a deeper understanding of what constitutes recovery during work breaks by examining the underlying psychological experiences. In doing so, we answer a call by Sianoja, Kinnunen, de Bloom, and Korpela (2015) to gain a more comprehensive picture of work breaks by studying recovery experiences. Thus, transferring off-job recovery experiences to the work context, we offer insights into how recovery processes during work are similar to or different from off-job recovery processes. Additionally, investigating how employees experience spending their lunch break with others, we broaden the spectrum beyond the classical off-job recovery experiences (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007) and add to core theories on the recovery phenomenon (Hobfoll, 1989; Meijman & Mulder, 1998) . Specifically, we advance understanding of how recovery is embedded in a social context by examining relatedness during breaks.
Second, our study helps learning more about what breaks mean for the experience of working by looking at work engagement. Breaks are embedded in working episodes (Beal, Weiss, Barros, & MacDermid, 2005) . Therefore, we believe that a comprehensive perspective on breaks should include the breaks' impact on subsequent working. Such knowledge can help to highlight breaks within the workday as an important topic for organizations and to increase employee's awareness of it. Previous studies on work breaks primarily focused on their role for vigour, exhaustion, and fatigue (e.g., Trougakos et al., 2014) . So far, only one study suggests that the existence of microbreaks fosters afternoon work engagement (K€ uhnel, Zacher, De Bloom, & Bledow, 2016) . Building on that, our study specifies which experiences during the break contribute to positive experiences during subsequent working episodes.
Third, we contribute to unravel how exactly beneficial recovery experiences can translate into specific forms of well-being by introducing self-efficacy as an underlying mechanism (Sonnentag, Venz, & Casper, 2017) . So far, only Hunter and Wu (2016) tested resource restoration (i.e., energy, concentration, and motivation) as link between breaks and subsequent well-being. Our study offers a more detailed insight by investigating a serial process of resource restoration between breaks and how exhausted or engaged employees feel in the afternoon. We propose that recovery contributes to afternoon well-being by increasing important work-related personal resources such as self-efficacy.
Lunch-break recovery experiences
After a morning full of work -what kind of experiences during lunch break are helpful for employees to recover from their pre-lunch demands? Literature commonly describes recovery processes by integrating the ER model (Meijman & Mulder, 1998) and COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989) . Both theories build on the assumption that working consumes psycho-physiological resources and that recovery is crucial to restore these depleted resources. The ER model (Meijman & Mulder, 1998) highlights that recovery requires to be not longer exposed to depleting factors. Accordingly, it is essential to remove current demands and to avoid activities that would imply a similar kind of burden. Complementarily, COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989) stresses that resources can be restored by investing resources (e.g., taking time for a relaxing park walk). Together, the two theories suggest that experiences during lunch break can serve as recovery experiences when they stop resource depletion and when they contribute to (re-)building resources.
Based on the ER model (Meijman & Mulder, 1998) and COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989) , research on off-job recovery has identified four core recovery experiences: psychological detachment, relaxation, control, and mastery (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007) . Psychological detachment refers to mentally being away from work (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2015) . It implies refraining from any work-related activities and thoughts. Applied to lunch breaks, psychological detachment means to stop working as well as to 'switch off' from current tasks and associated issues. Because not all employees want to or can leave the company area for lunch, in our study, detachment does not require a physical absence from the workplace, as it is entailed in detachment during off-job time (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007) . Relaxation refers to experiencing reduced activation of body and mind (Benson, 1983) . It is characterized by a release of tension that goes along with increased serenity (Sonnentag, Binnewies, & Mojza, 2008) . With regard to lunch breaks, relaxation means to calm down from a working mode and to loosen tight muscles resulting from, for example, long sitting in tense working positions. Control refers to the degree to which persons can decide themselves what to do during recovery opportunities (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007) . With regard to lunch breaks, control describes the degree to which employees can choose how to spend their lunch break . Lastly, mastery experiences refer to successfully pursuing leisure activities that are challenging and that offer learning opportunities (e.g., learn a new language or manage a difficult climbing route; Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007) . However, although possible, Trougakos et al. (2014) point out that mastery experiences might play a minor role during lunch breaks, and Sonnentag et al. (2017) also argued that there might be too little time for respective activities leading to mastery experiences. Besides, limited opportunities and other priorities (e.g., eating) imply that mastery experiences probably are less central during lunch breaks than during off-job time. Accordingly, we do not follow up on master experiences in this study.
Instead, we take into account that lunch breaks often entail social interactions and that social experiences can be replenishing. In Western countries, it is very common to spent lunch together with colleagues, friends, or family (Krajewski et al., 2010) , and literature on social relationships suggests that positive social interactions can release energetic resources (Quinn, Spreitzer, & Lam, 2012) . Therefore, we broaden the extant perspective on recovery processes and integrate social recovery experiences. Specifically, we look at the experience of relatedness. Relatedness refers to feeling close to others (Deci & Ryan, 2000) . It implies experiencing a sense of community and belonging, and feeling free to share joys as well as concerns (Van den Broeck, Vansteenkiste, & De Witte, 2008) . With regard to lunch breaks, this means that employees perceive themselves as being part of a group, as accepted and valued by the persons they spend their break with. Thus, in terms of COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989) , relatedness can be understood as an experience that can help to (re-)build resources.
Benefits of lunch-break recovery experiences for states immediately after lunch break ER model (Meijman & Mulder, 1998) and COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989) suggest that successful recovery manifests itself in replenished resource levels. Accordingly, to test resource replenishment during lunch break, we examine whether our proposed recovery experiences positively relate to a state of being recovered, and, building on that, selfefficacy regarding the upcoming tasks. State of being recovered and self-efficacy represent personal resources, that is an individual's sense of being able to control and impact upon the environment and to deal with demanding circumstances (Hobfoll, Johnson, Ennis, & Jackson, 2003) . Specifically, state of being recovered captures energetic resources at a particular moment (Debus, Sonnentag, Deutsch, & Nussbeck, 2014) and self-efficacy refers to confidence-related resources with regard to a future time period (Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2007) .
State of being recovered after lunch break
We propose that lunch-break recovery experiences are positively related to a state of being recovered directly after lunch break. A state of being recovered refers to feeling mentally and physically refreshed (Binnewies et al., 2009 ) and implies starting well equipped into a new working period (Debus et al., 2014) . Correspondingly, empirical research found that employees in a higher state of being recovered show more performance-related behaviour and experience higher well-being at work (Binnewies et al., 2009; Debus et al., 2014) .
As outlined above, to reach a state of being recovered, it is necessary that depletion of resources is stopped and (re)building of resources is stimulated (Hobfoll, 1989; Meijman & Mulder, 1998) . Recovery experiences contribute to resource replenishment and should therefore foster a state of being recovered: Specifically, when employees detach, resources that were taxed to accomplish tasks are no longer called upon. Also, there are no resources that continue to be drawn due to being cognitively occupied with work-related matter. Accordingly, work-relevant resources are restored (Meijman & Mulder, 1998) . The assumption that detachment during lunch break promotes immediate resource recovery is empirically supported by a day-reconstruction study that found benefits for affect within the break (Rhee & Kim, 2016) and a cross-sectional study that showed positive associations with recovery during the break (Sianoja et al., 2016) .
When employees relax, they let go their work demands and get into a state of low sympathetic activation (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007) . During this process, work-relevant resources get a chance to replenish (Meijman & Mulder, 1998) . Moreover, relaxation is characterized by experiencing positive affect (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007) . Corresponding to COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989) , positive emotions associated with relaxation can help to undo effects of potential negative emotions due to, for example, negative events at work (Fredrickson, 2001 ). In line with that, lunch-break intervention studies demonstrated that practicing progressive muscle relaxation reduced strain immediately after lunch break (Krajewski et al., 2010) and that relaxation exercises reduced strain and fatigue in the afternoon (Sianoja et al., 2017) . Additionally, meta-analytical evidence demonstrates that relaxation-based interventions link to better well-being (Richardson & Rothstein, 2008) .
Experiencing control implies having an external resource that enables gaining further resources (Hobfoll, 1989) . Specifically, control helps to feel self-determined and effective (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007) . Moreover, control allows to choose the type of break that currently is needed and will therefore support recovery . Additionally, self-chosen breaks are presumably enjoyable breaks, an aspect known to further facilitate recovery (Oerlemans, Bakker, & Demerouti, 2014) . Taken together, we argue that control fosters feeling vital and provides a basis for engaging in activities that help to rebuild resources.
Feeling related to others can be seen as a social resource that fosters positive, vital feelings (Dutton & Heaphy, 2003; Quinn et al., 2012) . Specifically, in encounters in which employees experience relatedness, they can feel at ease (Dutton & Heaphy, 2003) . Moreover, in such encounters, interaction partner may help employees to feel good and confident by, for example, showing interest and appreciation, listening to problems, and giving comfort and advice (Halbesleben, 2006; Reis, Sheldon, Gable, Roscoe, & Ryan, 2000) . Consequently, we expect that feeling related during breaks helps to restore resources. So far, the scant research on interacting with others during breaks does not support a recovering effect (for a review, see Sianoja et al., 2015) . However, this research did not consider relatedness, but focused on the existence of social interactions, instead. Therefore, these studies might also include neutral or even negative interactions, whereas feeling related is associated with positive interactions (Reis et al., 2000) . To sum up, our first hypothesis states that when employees experience detachment, relaxation, control, and relatedness during their lunch break, they will feel more recovered afterwards. 
Self-efficacy regarding afternoon tasks
We propose that lunch-break recovery experiences positively relate to self-efficacy regarding the afternoon's tasks via state of being recovered directly after lunch break. Selfefficacy describes a person's belief in his or her capability to successfully perform a specific action in a given domain (Bandura, 1997) . Self-efficacy beliefs are known to fluctuate within persons (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2014 ). In our study, self-efficacy refers to an employees' belief in being able to deal successfully with tasks that are on his or her agenda for the specific afternoon. Empirical evidence underlines that job-related selfefficacy is an important predictor of well-being at work (Shoji et al., 2016) . Employees can only feel confident to manage their tasks when they feel able to mobilize the necessary cognitive, affective, and physical resources, that is, for instance, to concentrate, to enact adequate emotions, or to exert physical effort (Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998) . According to COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989) , having resources available enables persons to invest resources. Because state of being recovered implies having resources, it should thus strengthen employees' confidence to handle the upcoming tasks. Linking this idea to Hypothesis 1, we propose that lunch-break recovery experiences indirectly relate to self-efficacy via feeling recovered.
Hypothesis 2: State of being recovered is positively related to after-break self-efficacy.
Hypothesis 3: There is a positive indirect effect of (a) psychological detachment, (b) relaxation, (c) control, and (d) relatedness during lunch break on after-break self-efficacy via an increased state of being recovered.
Benefits of lunch-break recovery experiences for states later in the afternoon Furthermore, ER model (Meijman & Mulder, 1998) and COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989) suggest that recovery and replenished resources resulting from it help to stay fit for work and to feel well. Correspondingly, we test whether lunch-break recovery experiences contribute to employee well-being throughout the afternoon. To do so, we examine the indirect effects of recovery experiences on afternoon exhaustion and work engagement. Exhaustion and work engagement represent key indicators of occupational well-being . Exhaustion captures a negative state of depleted energy and refers to a frequently used approach for evaluating outcomes of work breaks (e.g., Trougakos et al., 2014; Zacher, Brailsford, & Parker, 2014) . Work engagement implies a positive state of energy, dedication, and immersion into one's work and allows us to link taking a break to the experience of working (Bakker, 2014) . Hence, by investigating these two well-being indicators, we align our study with existing research on work breaks (cf., Sianoja et al., 2015) as well as advance knowledge on the role of breaks for work-related experiences.
We argue that lunch-break recovery experiences translate into feeling less exhausted and more engaged in the afternoon via the immediate benefits for state of being recovered and self-efficacy outlined above. Empirical research demonstrated that state of being recovered acts as an important link between weekend recovery experiences and weekspecific task and contextual performance (Binnewies, Sonnentag, & Mojza, 2010) . These findings support our reasoning that being recovered is the starting point from which employees enter into a new working period after having had a recovering period. Thus, we assume that only when lunch-break recovery experiences actually result in successful recovery (i.e., a state of being recovered), they become relevant for afternoon exhaustion and work engagement. Additionally, by investigating self-efficacy as a possible consequence of being recovered after a break, we take a closer look on how exactly replenished general energetic resources can be directed towards working and turned into well-being.
Afternoon exhaustion
We propose that lunch-break recovery experiences indirectly relate to lower exhaustion. Exhaustionischaracterizedbylowenergeticresources,thatisfeelingphysically,cognitively, and emotionally depleted (Shirom & Melamed, 2006) . Exhaustion is a reaction to demands and thus differs conceptually from state of being recovered, which results from preceding recovery opportunities. Empirical evidence shows that the level of exhaustion fluctuates over the day (H€ ulsheger, 2016) and that feeling exhausted comes along with negative effects, such as reduced helping behaviour (Trougakos, Beal, Cheng, Hideg, & Zweig, 2015) . In our study, we are interested in employee's exhaustion throughout their afternoon.
Exhaustion results from expending effort to meet work demands (Meijman & Mulder, 1998) . When employees feel recovered while starting into their afternoon, they have a high level of energetic resources. Following the ER model (Meijman & Mulder, 1998) and COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989 ), a higher initial resource level should result in feeling less exhausted from work in the afternoon than a lower initial resource level. Accordingly, we propose that state of being recovered immediately after lunch break relates to less exhaustion throughout the afternoon. Taking into account Hypothesis 1, we furthermore hypothesize that lunch-break recovery experiences are negatively related to afternoon exhaustion via a state of being recovered.
Hypothesis 4: State of being recovered immediately after lunch break is negatively related to afternoon exhaustion.
Hypothesis 5: There is a negative indirect effect of (a) psychological detachment, (b) relaxation, (c) control, and (d) relatedness during lunch break on afternoon exhaustion via an increased state of being recovered.
Additionally, we argue that self-efficacy further explains how successful recovery experiences during lunch break translate into feeling less exhausted during the afternoon. Specifically, we propose an indirect-effect sequence in that lunch-break recovery experiences relate to afternoon exhaustion via state of being recovered and self-efficacy: self-efficacy represents a personal resource (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007) and thus can help to protect against resource loss (Hobfoll, 1989) . When persons believe they can manage difficult tasks and situations they will feel less troubled, and in consequence, experience less strain (Bandura, 1988) . When persons doubt, however, that they can manage difficult tasks and situations, they will worry about potential problems and ruminate about their own deficiencies, thus distressing themselves. Therefore, we expect self-efficacy to manifest itself in feeling less exhausted. Integrating Hypothesis 3, we propose serial indirect effects of lunch-break recovery experiences on afternoon exhaustion.
Hypothesis 6: After-break self-efficacy is negatively related to afternoon exhaustion.
Hypothesis 7: There is a negative indirect effect of (a) psychological detachment, (b) relaxation, (c) control, and (d) relatedness during lunch break on afternoon exhaustion, first, via an increased state of being recovered and, subsequently, via increased self-efficacy.
Afternoon work engagement
We propose that lunch-break recovery experiences indirectly relate to higher work engagement. Work engagement is a positive and fulfilling state of mind that is characterized by vigour, absorption, and dedication (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004) . Vigour entails high energy levels, as well as willingness to invest effort and to persist in the face of difficulties. Absorption describes being highly concentrated and immersed in current tasks. Dedication refers to being enthusiastic and inspired by work tasks and implies experiencing meaning (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004) . Work engagement is clearly work-related and refers to how employees feel while being at work. It therefore differs conceptually from state of being recovered as a context-free state. Research shows that work engagement fluctuates within persons (Sonnentag, 2003) and that these fluctuations are important for daily performance and well-being (e.g., Junc ßa-Silva, Caetano, & Lopes, 2017). In our study, we focus on employees' engagement throughout the afternoon. To experience work engagement, energy is required (Bakker, 2014) . Following COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989) , feeling recovered after lunch enables to invest the resources needed to concentrate, to immerse in tasks, and to persist when difficulties occur. We thus propose that state of being recovered immediately after lunch break facilitates engagement during the afternoon. Empirical research has supported this assumption for state of being recovered in the morning (Sonnentag, Mojza, Demerouti, & Bakker, 2012) . Furthermore, incorporating Hypothesis 1, we hypothesize that lunch-break recovery experiences foster work engagement via state of being recovered.
Hypothesis 8: State of being recovered is positively related to afternoon work engagement.
Hypothesis 9: There is a positive indirect effect of (a) psychological detachment, (b) relaxation, (c) control, and (d) relatedness during lunch break on afternoon work engagement via an increased state of being recovered.
Pertaining to the role of self-efficacy for work engagement, we build on COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989) and argue that self-efficacy facilitates investing extant resources.
Specifically, feeling confident that one will succeed at one's tasks should make it easier to get started, to be prepared to put effort into work and to sustain that effort when difficulties arise. It should also help to not get stressed but keep a positive, open-minded attitude towards the tasks. In contrast, doubting to be able to succeed induces a hindrance instead of a challenge perspective on tasks that can result in negative cognitive and emotional states (Ventura, Salanova, & Llorens, 2015) . Following this reasoning, we expect that experiencing self-efficacy relates to a high level of work engagement. Correspondingly, studies demonstrate that daily self-efficacy predicts daily work engagement (Tims, Bakker, & Xanthopoulou, 2011; Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Heuven, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2008) . Integrating Hypothesis 4, we propose serial indirect effects of lunch-break recovery experiences on afternoon work engagement.
Hypothesis 10: Self-efficacy is positively related to afternoon work engagement.
Hypothesis 11: There is a positive indirect effect of (a) psychological detachment, (b) relaxation, (c) control, and (d) relatedness during lunch break on afternoon work engagement, first, via an increased state of being recovered and, subsequently, via increased self-efficacy.
Method
Sample and procedure This study was part of a larger research project on well-being at work. 1 We recruited study participants from various organizations and occupations in Germany by approaching organizations via phone and using online social networks as well as personal contacts. As incentive for regular participation, we provided an information leaflet with information about recovery strategies at the workplace as well as a lottery prize comprising three wellness vouchers.
The study included a general questionnaire and three daily surveys that had to be completed over two consecutive workweeks with regular day shifts. Participants were instructed to fill out the general questionnaire first. The daily surveys should be completed in the morning at start of work, after lunch break, and in the afternoon at the end of the workday. We implemented all questionnaires online with personalized links sent to participants by email. In addition, we offered text message reminders at customized times.
A total of 196 persons registered online. Out of these, 167 persons completed our general questionnaire. Among them, 154 persons met our criteria of working full time in a regular job (i.e., >30 hr per week), yielding a response rate of 78.6% for the general questionnaire. These 154 persons took all part in the daily survey period. For them, we checked for invalid data that is daily surveys filled in at wrong times (e.g., morning survey completed after lunch). Next, to assure that there is variation at the day level (Nezlek, 2012) , we identified those participants that provided valid data sets for at least two days, resulting in 111 persons. Dropout analyses showed that persons with at least two valid data sets did not differ from persons with less than two valid data sets in terms of gender, v 2 (1) = 1.30, p = .25, or working hours, F (1, 152) = 0.71, p = .40. However, the 111 persons were on average older, M = 38.72 years, SD = 12.00, than the excluded 43 persons, M = 32.02 years, SD = 9.31; F (1,152) = 10.87, p < .01. To test our hypotheses, we only included days with a lunch break into our analyses. This resulted in a final sample of 109 persons with at least two days with a lunch break, corresponding to a response rate of 70.8% for usable daily surveys (based on 154 valid general questionnaires).
Participants' age ranged from 20 to 61 years (M = 28.7, SD = 12.0). Nearly two thirds of participants were female (61%). Most held a university degree (62%) followed by a vocational-training degree (24%) and a college degree (10%). Due to our recruiting strategy, participants came from diverse sectors, such as industry (21%), health and social services (16%), public administration (14%), finance and insurance (10%) or sales (9%). On average, 40% of participants worked between 30 and 40 hr per week, 55% between 40 and 50 hr, and the rest more than 50 hr. Mean organizational tenure was 8.9 years (SD = 8.9), and average job experience was 9.8 years (SD = 9.8).
Participants provided data on a total of 538 days. On average, participants filled out the morning survey at 8:12 a.m. (SD = 57 min), the survey after lunch break at 1:09 p.m. (SD = 47 min), and the survey at the end of the workday at 5:04 p.m. (SD = 81 min) . Of the 538 reported lunch breaks, 30% were shorter than 30 min, 60% lasted between 30 and 60 min, and 10% were longer than one hour. Pertaining to activities, most lunch breaks included eating (95%) and spending time with others (74%). Substantially fewer lunch breaks included spending time on private errands (24%), social media (22%), or work-related tasks (17%).
Measures
We measured recovery experiences, state of being recovered, and self-efficacy after lunch break, and exhaustion and work engagement at the end of the workday. All items were presented in German. For items unavailable in German, we used a translation-back translation procedure (Brislin, 1970) . Participants provided their responses on 5-point Likert scales ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). We adapted items to refer to the respective time frame within the workday: specifically, in the survey after lunch break, we added the phrase 'during my lunch-break' to items assessing recovery experiences, the phrase 'right now' to items assessing state of being recovered, and the phrase 'this afternoon' with the notion to refer to the upcoming afternoon to items assessing self-efficacy. In the survey at the end of the workday, we added the phrase 'this afternoon' to items assessing exhaustion and work engagement. Multilevel reliability was estimated based on recommendations for two-level alpha by Geldhof, Preacher, and Zyphur (2014) . Demographic variables such as age, gender, and tenure were assessed in the general questionnaire.
Psychological detachment during lunch break
We assessed detachment during lunch break with three items of the Recovery Experience Questionnaire (REQ; Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007) . A sample item is 'During my lunch break, I did not think about my work tasks at all'. Within-person level alpha was .77, and betweenperson level alpha was .98.
Relaxation during lunch break
We measured relaxation during lunch break with three items from the REQ (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007) . A sample item is 'During my lunch break, I used the time to relax'. Withinperson level alpha was .78, and between-person level alpha was .91.
Control during lunch break
We measured control during lunch break with three items by Trougakos et al. (2014) based on the respective subscale from the REQ (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007) . A sample item is 'During my lunch break, I did exactly what I wanted to do'. Within-person level alpha was .75, and between-person level alpha was .96.
Relatedness during lunch break
We assessed relatedness during lunch break with three items from the Basic Need Satisfaction Scale (Van den Broeck, Vansteenkiste, De Witte, Soenens, & Lens, 2010). A sample item is 'During lunch break, I felt part of a group'. Within-person level alpha was .72, and between-person level alpha was .92.
State of being recovered immediately after lunch break
We measured state of being recovered after lunch break with three items by Sonnentag and Kruel (2006) . A sample item is 'Right now, I feel recovered physically'. Within-person level alpha was .85, and between-person level alpha was .97.
Self-efficacy regarding the afternoon's work tasks
We assessed self-efficacy with reference to the work tasks awaiting in the afternoon using four items of the New General Self-Efficacy Scale developed by Chen, Gully, and Eden (2001) . A sample item is 'I will be able to successfully overcome many challenges this afternoon'. Within-person level alpha was .82, and between-person level alpha was .99.
Exhaustion in the afternoon
We measured afternoon exhaustion with nine items of the Shirom-Melamed Burnout Measure (Shirom & Melamed, 2006) . A sample item is 'This afternoon, I had difficulty concentrating'. Within-person level alpha was .87, and between-person level alpha was .96.
Work engagement in the afternoon
We assessed afternoon work engagement with the nine-item version of the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 2006) . A sample item is 'This afternoon, I was immersed in my work'. Within-person level alpha was .88, and between-person level alpha was .98.
Control variables
For a strong test of our hypotheses, we controlled for daily baseline levels of mechanism and outcome variables using the respective items mentioned above. At start of work, we assessed state of being recovered (within-person level alpha was .86; between-person level alpha was .96) and exhaustion in the morning (within-person level alpha was .86; between-person level alpha was .96). Furthermore, at start of work, we assessed selfefficacy referring to the working hours before lunch break (within-person level alpha was .85; between-person level alpha was .99). After lunch break, we assessed work engagement referring to the working hours before lunch break (within-person level alpha was .85; between-person level alpha was .97).
Construct validity
To test whether our core study variables represent distinct constructs, we ran multilevel confirmatory factor analyses using Mplus 6.1 (Muth en & Muth en, 1998). To ensure appropriate model complexity given our sample size, we applied item parcelling to exhaustion and work engagement. Item parcelling means that items of multidimensional constructs, such as exhaustion and work engagement, are combined into parcels to reduce number of parameter estimates (Little, Rhemtulla, Gibson, & Schoemann, 2013) . Instead of individual items, a composite value for each parcel is entered into the CFA. With regard to exhaustion and work engagement, we combined items based on their dimensions and used the parcel means in the CFA (Little, Cunningham, Shahar, & Widaman, 2002) .
Our overall eight-factor model showed good fit, v² (247) = 412.896, p < .001, CFI = .974, RMSEA = .035. It fit the data better than plausible alternative models, combining the four recovery experiences into one factor, v² (265) = 1397.248, p < .001, CFI = .821, RMSEA = .089; Satorra-Bentler scaled v² (18) = 674.536, p < .001 or combining state of being recovered and self-efficacy into one factor, v² (254) = 1201.010, p < .001, CFI = .850, RMSEA = .083; Satorra-Bentler scaled v² (7) = 2245.2661, p < .001, state of being recovered, and exhaustion into one factor, v² (254) = 722.844, p < .001, CFI = .926, RMSEA = .059; Satorra-Bentler scaled v² (7) = 158.804, p < .001, and state of being recovered, and work engagement into one factor, v² (254) = 1221.168, p < .001, CFI = .847, RMSEA = .084; Satorra-Bentler scaled v² (7) = 649.529, p < .001.
Analyses
Due to the hierarchical structure of our data (daily surveys nested in persons), we employed multilevel modelling techniques using Mplus 6.1. (Muth en & Muth en, 1998) . Following Preacher, Zyphur, and Zhangs' (2010) recommendations for multilevel indirect effects, we tested an overall 1-1-1-1 indirect-effects model with random intercepts on the within-and between-person level. This approach enabled us to examine all our hypotheses simultaneously and to separate the within-person and between-person variance components of our day-level (Level 1) variables. Accordingly, we can differentiate the within-person effects of lunch-break recovery experiences from the between-person effects. Even though our hypotheses referred to the daily variations only, for a more comprehensive insight in lunch-break recovery potential, we also modelled the between-person level in our model. Furthermore, we included baseline scores of state of being recovered, self-efficacy, exhaustion, and work engagement 2 . We allowed for intercorrelations between baseline scores of state of being recovered and self-efficacy, baseline scores of exhaustion and work engagement, as well as between recovery experiences.
Results
Means, standard deviations, intraclass correlation coefficients (ICCs), and intercorrelations between study variables are displayed in Table 1 . We computed ICC values in an unconditional random coefficient model. Ranging between .44 and .70, ICCs indicate that 30% to 56% of the total variance in our study variables lies at the within-person level.
We tested our hypotheses in an overall 1-1-1-1 indirect-effects model that resulted in an acceptable fit, v² (80) = 232.284, p < .001, CFI = .921, RMSEA = .059. Because we controlled for daily baseline scores of mechanism and outcome variables, findings reported in the following refer to changes in state of being recovered from morning to after lunch break and to changes in self-efficacy, exhaustion, and work engagement from morning to afternoon. To increase clarity of presentation, we start with all direct effects as depicted in Figure 2 . Then, we cover all indirect effects as presented in Table 2 .
Direct Effects
Hypothesis 1 stated that lunch-break recovery experiences positively predict state of being recovered immediately after lunch break. As can be seen in Figure 2 , contrary to Hypothesis 1a, we found no significant path from psychological detachment to state of being recovered. However, as expected, relaxation, control, and relatedness positively predicted state of being recovered, supporting Hypotheses 1b, 1c, and 1d. In line with Hypothesis 2, state of being recovered in turn positively predicted self-efficacy regarding afternoon tasks. Moreover, state of being recovered negatively predicted afternoon exhaustion, as proposed in Hypothesis 4. Self-efficacy, however, did not relate to exhaustion, rejecting Hypothesis 6. Both, state of being recovered and self-efficacy were positive predictors of afternoon work engagement, providing support for Hypotheses 8 and 10.
Indirect effects
Hypothesis 3 stated that lunch-break recovery experiences positively predict self-efficacy regarding afternoon tasks via state of being recovered after the break. As Table 2 displays, we found the expected indirect effects for relaxation and relatedness, but not for detachment and control. These findings support Hypotheses 3b and 3d, but not 3a and 3c.
In Hypotheses 5 and 7, we proposed that lunch-break recovery experiences furthermore negatively relate to afternoon exhaustion via, firstly, state of being recovered, and, secondly, state of being recovered and self-efficacy. We found single indirect effects for relaxation, control, and relatedness on exhaustion via state of being recovered, but no serial indirect effects via state of being recovered and self-efficacy. Thus, Hypotheses 5b, 5c, and 5d were supported, while Hypotheses 5a and 7a, 7b, 7c, and 7d were not.
Finally, Hypotheses 9 and 11 predicted that lunch-break recovery experiences positively relate to afternoon work engagement via, firstly, state of being recovered, and, secondly, state of being recovered and self-efficacy. Data again supported single indirect effects for relaxation, control, and relatedness as outlined in Hypotheses 9b, 9c, and 9d. In addition, for relaxation and relatedness, we also found the serial indirect effects proposed in Hypotheses 11b and 11d. Hypotheses 9a, 11a, and 11c were not supported. At the between-person level, only one significant finding emerged, as can be seen in Figure 2 and Table 2 . Persons who on average experienced more relaxation during their lunch breaks over the course of the study weeks also expressed a higher mean state of being recovered after their lunch breaks.
Supplementary analyses
To explore the relationships in our study further, we conducted additional analyses 3 . First, we tested an alternative model including direct paths from lunch-break recovery experiences to afternoon well-being (i.e., exhaustion and work engagement). This model did not result in a better model fit than our original model, v² (64) = 217.923, p < .001, CFI = .920, RMSEA = .067; Satorra-Bentler scaled v² (16) = 18.018, ns. Moreover, the pattern of results mostly remained unchanged. Importantly, we did not find any direct effects of lunch-break recovery experiences on afternoon well-being at the within-person level, except for relatedness, which positively predicted work engagement. With respect to indirect effects at the within-person level, control no longer predicted exhaustion and work engagement via state of being recovered. Second, we tested an alternative model including direct paths from lunch-break recovery experiences to self-efficacy. This model fit the data better than our original model, v² (72) = 208.455, p < .001, CFI = .929, RMSEA = .059; Satorra-Bentler scaled v² (8) = 23.764, p < .01. Again, pattern of results Notes. Estimates are unstandardized and result from an overall 1-1-1-1 indirect-effects model. The upper part of the table shows the indirect effects at the betweenperson level, the lower part shows the indirect effects at the within-person level. For each part, we first report onefold indirect relationships predicting self-efficacy, exhaustion, and work engagement from lunch-break recovery experiences via state of being recovered. Next, we report twofold indirect relationships predicting exhaustion and work engagement from lunch-break recovery experiences via state of being recovered and self-efficacy. SE = standard error; CI = confidence interval. S-R = state of being recovered immediately after lunch break. S-E = self-efficacy regarding afternoon's work tasks.
*p < .05; **p < .01.
mostly remained unchanged. As in the first alternative, we did not find any direct effects of lunch-break recovery experiences on self-efficacy at the within-person level, except for relatedness, which negatively predicted self-efficacy. With respect to indirect effects at the within-person level, control no longer predicted work engagement via state of being recovered. At the between-person level, we found an additional positive direct effect of detachment on self-efficacy. Taken together, these findings strengthen our reasoning that recovery experiences only translate into afternoon well-being when they actually contribute to increased resource levels. Further, to take into account that the vigour dimension of work engagement focuses on energy while the two other dimensions, absorption and dedication, might more directly result from working, we tested three alternative models in which we replaced overall work engagement by one subdimension of work engagement each. For all three models, model fit was good, vigour: v² ( 
Discussion
This diary study examined the benefits of lunch-break recovery experiences (i.e., psychological detachment, relaxation, control, and relatedness) for afternoon well-being and replenished personal resources as mechanisms underlying this relationship. Results showed that when employees experienced more relaxation, control, and relatedness during their lunch break, they felt more recovered after that break, and, via this state of being recovered, less exhausted and more engaged throughout the afternoon. For relaxation and relatedness, the positive association with work engagement was furthermore specified by a serial indirect effect, first via an increased state of being recovered, and subsequently via increased self-efficacy regarding afternoon's tasks. Unexpectedly, in our model, we found no relationship between psychological detachment and states immediately after the lunch break (i.e., state of being recovered and self-efficacy) or in the afternoon (i.e., exhaustion and work engagement).
Theoretical implications
This study demonstrates that feeling relaxed, related, and in control represent important recovery experiences during lunch break. These findings advance the recovery literature in several ways. First, our study shows that the ER model (Meijman & Mulder, 1998) and COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989) are helpful for understanding recovery during breaks at work. Moreover, we extend this theoretical framework and draw attention to social experiences during recovery opportunities. Specifically, by introducing relatedness as a recovery experience, our study points to the quality of social interactions as a promising approach for examining how interactions can be helpful for recovery during breaks.
Furthermore, our study contributes to a better understanding of nuances and differences in recovery at work and recovery outside of work. Although our participants reported detaching from their current tasks during lunch, we found no relation between detachment and feeling recovered after lunch break in a model considering all four recovery experiences at once. This is contrary to previous research demonstrating how important detachment from work is for off-job recovery (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2015) . Perhaps, it is not as effective to solely detach from current tasks, as it is to fully detach from work as a whole. Fully detaching from work, however, might be very difficult in break settings: Breaks are embedded in the work context, mostly are taken at the workplace or within the company area and often entail contact to colleagues. In addition, breaks provide significantly less time for detachment than off-job recovery and are directly followed by work (Beal et al., 2005) , thus close to work demands and challenges. Nonetheless, recent research suggests that when employees succeed in fully detaching from work during their lunch break, they feel more vigorous afterwards (von Dreden & Binnewies, 2017) .
Pertaining to lunch-break control, our study points to potential differences in the strength of specific recovery experiences. While we found indirect effects of relaxation and relatedness on self-efficacy via state of being recovered, we did not find such an indirect effect for control. This pattern of results suggests that the recovering effect of control might not have been strong enough to fuel an indirect path to self-efficacy. Perhaps, lunch-break control must be viewed as a less effective recovery experience. Unlike the other two experiences, control entails the possibility to deliberately choose break activities that can be exhausting. For instance, a person might choose to use lunch break to hurry down-town and run private errands.
In addition, our study offers insights into how recovery contributes to well-being. Building on COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989) , we demonstrated that self-efficacy constitutes a mechanism that translates successful recovery during lunch break into afternoon work engagement. Interestingly, self-efficacy did not link recovery to afternoon exhaustion. This pattern of results suggests that recovery is transformed into work experiences via specific personal resources that closely relate to the outcome in question. Just as work engagement, self-efficacy regarding afternoon tasks is work-oriented and refers to task accomplishment (Bandura, 1997; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004) . Following this reasoning, we speculate that self-efficacy may also explain how recovery links to further kinds of workrelated experiences and behaviours, such as flow, job satisfaction, or helping behaviour. In contrast, exhaustion is a pure energetic construct and therefore state of being recovered might relate directly to exhaustion. Taken together, our results suggest that personal resources might relate differently to different indicators of well-being.
Finally, our study adds to knowledge on differences in recovery processes at the within-person versus between-person level. We found that daily fluctuations in lunchbreak recovery experiences substantially relate to daily well-being in the afternoon within persons, but we hardly found that between-person differences in lunch-break recovery experiences predict between-person differences in well-being. This finding implies first, that on days with a higher level of lunch-break recovery experiences, persons feel better in the afternoon and second that persons with a generally higher level of lunch-break recovery experiences do not necessarily feel better in the afternoon than persons with a lower level of lunch-break recovery experiences. The latter suggests that persons differ in how much they benefit from recovery experiences. This pattern is in line with results by Zacher et al. (2014) showing that microbreaks fostered well-being throughout the workday at the within-person level, but that differences in taking microbreaks between persons did not explain differences in well-being between these persons.
Limitations and directions for future research Besides its valuable insights, our study is not without limitations. First, we relied on self-report measures. This might raise concerns about common method bias (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012) . However, investigating subjective states and experiences inherently requires using self-reports. To reduce the chance of artificially inflated relationships, we assessed our outcomes at a separate measurement point (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003) . Our predictor and mechanism variables, though, were assessed at the same measurement point. To address potential concerns about the cross-sectional nature of our data, we emphasized the implied temporal order through survey instructions: we asked participants to answer items on lunch-break recovery experiences with regard to the past lunch break, items on state of being recovered with regard to the current moment and items on self-efficacy with regard to the upcoming afternoon. Additionally, in our analyses, we separated withinperson effects from between-person effects, thereby eliminating potential dispositional influences on the within-person findings. Finally, we controlled for morning baseline levels of mechanism and outcome variables, hence predicting intraindividual changes. Nevertheless, future studies may want to include others' ratings to further reduce common method variance. While it might be difficult for colleagues to assess how much relatedness or self-efficacy their co-workers experienced during or after a break, they may rate, for example, how exhausted or engaged their co-workers are.
Second, we focused on a specific type of breaks (i.e., lunch breaks). Thus, our study cannot inform about whether and, if so, which recovery experiences apply to shorter, more informal breaks during the workday. Experimental and field studies could, for instance, investigate whether recovery experiences require a certain break duration to occur.
Third, we investigated well-being outcomes within the same working day. Thus, it remains open whether lunch-break recovery experiences also benefit other kinds of outcomes, such as social interactions at work. We can imagine that recovering during lunch break enables employees to be more empathetic towards their colleagues or customers and to stay calm when facing disrespectful behaviour. In addition, future research could extend our findings beyond working hours and examine whether effects of lunch-break recovery experiences on afternoon well-being spill over into the evening or even improve sleeping quality based on feeling better at work. Besides outcomes, future research might also want to add to knowledge on how exactly successful recovery is translated into these outcomes. Based on the study by Hunter and Wu (2016) , a promising approach could be to further investigate motivation and concentration as specific mechanisms.
Apart from overcoming potential limitations of our study, future research may also want to shed light on the context of recovery during breaks at work such as whether experiences at work alter the relationship between break recovery experiences and employee well-being. Doing so would help to further specify practical recommendations. To integrate experiences related to working, future studies could consider a compensatory approach. For instance, relaxing during work breaks might be especially important when facing complex tasks and feeling related when having no or only superficial interactions while working.
Moreover, future studies could also explore special organizational arrangements that allow for longer lunch breaks that offer additional opportunities (e.g., being able to go for a jog, visit the gym, or attend a language class) and thus enable mastery experiences. Mastery as a recovery experience might be particularly interesting with regard to performance-related outcomes. For example, mastery comes along with a feeling of competence and achievement and thus shares conceptual overlap with self-efficacy rendering it a promising antecedent for self-efficacy (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007) .
Practical implications
Our findings highlight the importance of feeling relaxed, related, and in control during lunch break for avoiding exhaustion and for staying engaged throughout the afternoon via replenished personal resources. Accordingly, we first want to encourage employees to choose the kind of lunch breaks and lunch-break activities that help them to experience relaxation. Studies suggest that meditative and physical exercises as well as nature experiences are promising for calming down (Korpela & Kinnunen, 2011; Krajewski et al., 2010) . Perhaps also mindful eating, that is eating with non-judgmental awareness (Hulbert-Williams, Nicholls, Joy, & Hulbert-Williams, 2014), might be a useful strategy for letting go work-related tension. Moreover, employees could try to strengthen their feeling of control by reflecting on their break possibilities or by deviating from usual lunch routines now and then. Lastly, to experience relatedness, we recommend that employees strive for spending their lunch breaks with colleagues or friends they like and feel comfortable with. For example, employees could think about and observe whose company during lunch break they particularly enjoy and in whose company they feel less at ease. Besides, spending lunch breaks one-to-one or in small groups might facilitate the experience of relatedness.
Organizations can support their employees in taking recovering lunch breaks by strengthening break control. Thereby, not only formal but also cultural aspects should be considered, such as how break control is understood and enacted within the organization. For example, while formally having the control to decide themselves how to spent lunch break, informally, employees could be expected to join their team for lunch. Additionally, we recommend that organizations create environments which facilitate relaxation and relatedness during lunch breaks. For instance, organizations could provide appealing and accessible retreat facilities, such as silent rooms, loungers, or green spaces. Also, pleasant social lounges, lunch, and coffee areas may invite employees to enjoy their lunch break together with others. A further approach could be to offer relaxation classes and organize social activities such as regular lunch tables for specific employee groups (e.g., apprentices). Finally, organizations could consider informing their employees about helpful recovery experiences during breaks via intranet or in health-related information events.
Conclusion
Our study highlights the role of recovery experiences for understanding how work breaks contribute to recovery. Moreover, it suggests that recovery manifests in employee wellbeing by increasing personal resources and that different personal resources link to different well-being indicators. In doing so, our study advances previous research by introducing a broad, theory-driven spectrum of recovery experiences including relatedness, and by studying how breaks relate to the experience of working.
